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is being hied 1 1 response to the OLtee k on 1 1 
; currently pending in this present application. 

2XAIM REJECTIONS: 35 V.S.C. § 103(a) 

stand rejected .under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
in et a). (U.S. Pub. Application 2004/01 1 7376) in view of Liddy el 



dh inn ,*5 I - s s v t v v a ^ s, ^ >0 

following remarks are for independent claim 1 but apply by 
ssarily eoextensively, to independent claims 13 and 25, 



A method lor providing software and file 
. ion rnanagemut , >i - m 

vddh prolile for an < 

' ^ a > ntelhguH a t u s * I i 
> > * <v <-< ; . !l-Ci? downloaded, and ee nVc: 

channels for said client system,,, 

i e ed teat of Lav in and Liddy .fell t s g a ?.m 

, v f ' ■. v v i i n \ n via an intelhgc . ' 

< <> ^ < i i ; iiu c c <. i u ^ , o<„ client 

mem, a obex clain 

The Office Action has attempted to read the user p Lie anc contents clain 
1 on Lavin in view of Liddy. The Office Action states; "See again sect. 0055 in which 
1 ev he currents! fa an tstal 1 s > i\ 

iownioade nd th >P, and S2P2S21 c ers 1 
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channe s *5t 0064) S e agah sect I 3 i v ! , t espasse > not 

d ehan J (Of! cc Vc < i 

. >u rift lha, \ te O W o s, ten o\ 

the teachings of the cited references, in paragraph [0055], Lavin does not indicate that 

ec use 1 p'nfC contaimsu <. s 5 - 

i le iha 5 t I s s c \ fers us t ing fa 

i< ^ s e, >. s; Cnfc die s "» keq n > <e e<s me 

\s \ ^ v ... search (eg. tioogk -, s Cun d\t suk tia K 

s i „ context in which "keep fresh 5 " or "fresh enough" 
is used: "There Is no reason tor different end users to request the same information 
multiple times in a ^qrt. period of time. I o; an\ g \cn data acqu st h t time on-, nai so 
which each ent <: o deem data acquired 

enough* (whether week, day, six hours, hour, etc.), each piece of data can be collected 
only once by any one user and thereafter reused by all users \\A*> u n\ J u< * nunc the 
1 v. vs o> - r Cov„Cv (la\it V Knr p«Mg\ml 

[0164]) 

As seen from the above passage hi Lavin, the terms "keep fresh" or "fresh 
enough" refer to how long the data acquired from a search for one user may be kept and 
used ( . > . \ x data becomes stale , for example, when two or more 

t se s sea eh t it on instea I < i sett es ins: he N o s all on in from 

s 1 si ul > h n ^ once 

' v n O v ^ v -» ^ 1 ! \ ! 

rapidly change from minutMo-minutc or hour-to-hour, once tins ho- •■m.uvn ha- been 
etrieve e sa mation is provided to user B s. k-' 

example u\ lulh c.\ plumed m paragraphs [OK) 1 ' u a , , ~t psonh 

v >ntatetrr r > - n rv. m^a ed » in. a in claim 1, does not read on "keep fresh" 
in Lavin. 
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nrihi 10 Office \etion has arbitrarily seiec m and pass 
IK u'l!MOK» n'\ .v p .itu i i>n s \ ui pk 1 (. 
/ff-'f?.? is keep fresh", 'information tram, multiple sources", and "P2P and S2P2S2P" are 
contained in a user profile. Indeed, Lavin does not explicitly, implicitly, or inherently 
■ i s i v , .v>n usei profile max 

rancor ^ - „ N ,\ e s -v ,u a vug performed by the use: \ - rek-nvd io ,to-w 

,xaeiaer- N - v , to^ m ^ o x mkxxed n > M v i, 
ee on p cc any ['his lousing rd rmati n is p »» K us? - k d i used to 
search websites on the internet. Any results found during the search are shared with other 
users having slmihu search criteria. However, the terms indicated h} the office Action 
are not contained in any user profile. For example, the Office x ' • ige \ indie 

' v rx?\ [VOW are the user profile How ver ? neitht 

paragraph [00581 indicates that P2P/S2P2S2p is contained in a user profile. In fact, 
Lavin is silent with respect to the exact contents of the user profile in PIG. 6a and 
paragraph [0058]. 

ihh\ ails to compensate fen anj of the deficiencies oi La\ >u wit 

and 1 ibb> have \ piocess loi x i\ <. > n , „ to 

iwJ t< - j sci profile containing current software installed, files 

i I smtk lor said c lent astern i-> ^ 

Moreover, to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S. CI § 
103(a) the Office Action must show that the prior art references, when combined, teach 
xi; -.-> i e cum mstaxon^ Nei viPi P § 2U - \s ess m s for the 
' s to o V v, » ^ us i } rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03, the references must teach all 
of the limitations of the claims. The Office Action has failed to meet this burden, and 
*P] xan; w , Xikrto to.n to, touc xes ,ite xnc n lie > kc Net 1 a to 
teach or s .to .n , claimed subject mailer as reeded in claim 

For at least the foregoing reasons, claim I is not rendered obvious by the 
^ box v. » ton i lud\ Claims 13 and 25 xvix n to mj an: 
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iu I obvious by the cited references sirai 

reasons, /v ^ iiic ° * .S C. N! u <o> iviu i -,>f independent v 1 U i ~- > I 25, 
ot 4 \ s »v speetive depend it claims - be 

^ 2 , _^ 

The following remarks are for independent claim S r. . aeop b\ analog, 
- » - ^ to independent claims 20 and 28. Claim 8 

recites; 

A method for providing software and file distribution 
m in igemcui c> nips [mui 

listening in on a server for updated information 
$ to software software providers, files and file 
providers via a communications interface; 

d upda rm don is detected 

i ig 'aid updated information to a 
look-up system for access by a client 



a; ? a software provider or file 
provider associated with said updated 
information upon receiving a download 
request for software or files by said client 
system. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 8, 20, and 28, the Office Action references 
v <. ! m ' i ,0 KSv i vin u?es a Dat \ 

. m\» on a user's computer to arc r a request specific 
i ^ i i t i v.r ! s v n o^ e 

^une^t p rv ■ ^ ! - ^ ». m ih<. > *.>"m j u v i ^ * ~ oi 

csenlvs voces * the Data \ \ 

i o" o> ;omi j third parp j and or rceei\'cd h> the end , - < \;o the Data 
i i;a> forward all information to me 
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Service or it may determine which information is relevant an< N w; I < * 
information, (Lavim paragraph [02211} 

\^ O 1 V,- \ \ X , \C[Mi*-! i'i i. J Of , K ' w < 

. j h m >s v n a n s * kv \ ok ^ o . > s » < t „ i i 
before the data becomes stale. (See Lavim paragraphs [00S-4 

bavin d >. s < \ s [ 1 t for a us lere the 

equexied infom on may b ga I r other users having sbni (or « « i gpi >g 

search criteria. 

svn.au ^ vmam.reao i.kld> would Mnipiif) the t hs , s, ho 

p ~ - t k i n s n i i s 

networks or agents are used to search the web. The agents adapt based on which pieces 
w N m. a. by the user, and on su s es ^ en is 

5 - N v . > io ,i! cavve more relevant infbi i i 

n<. 't ! combined Mii n«v * * s and ! id \ am a - m J > success. 

[I] listening in on a server [2] /or updated information relating to software, j'3'j software 

i > »« i/v' v Ma a v.ommunications ink s > . < 

8. The process of searching for a website and/or listening to communications between a 
user and a thi \ am in Lav in (and or I idch > do not render obvious the features of claim 
8. For example, the combined teachings of liddy and Lavio fail to disc >. » 

on. at i i T i k. Uvd to software, and overs broadly read, "keep 

resh" or "fresh | do render obvious the same. 

<. teachings ofbi\>n nib ' mcos 

in a ,i wr\ r m- *. : \J.ued n ^ no s relating t se't <• arc r o s recited in chum 8, 

i a ^ s i a vv.l c >. -n *- c i 'p 

multiple sources also makes a easier to personalize, keep fresh, comment on. shine, and 
t al -( h 'i changes n iha dau fou \rdot , is 
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. Ipl NN i 1 *S 50 1 M Ml ^ s v v k v 

with ws < . , v 1 «< >.,;hn on the internet that i he matched and pnume ! < 
mo r ,\ o v. s v n j v \ < <Hw > v. k t v . v 

- ' s. t ut k. UKor 

o _ reasons, claim 8 s n.nOe u •> > K ^ N >r 1 ss d 

teachings of Lavin and. Eiddy. Claims 20 and 28 recite similar features and are 
>. sidefv \U d oi rendered obvious for at least similar reasons. Therefore, the 

v N s \ ^ o< ^ I vt.ei J<ii' is •> " >f ,u -A > s > r ^ i ne< 

respective dependent claims "> 12, 21-24 29, and 30. should be reconsidered and 

bds ; 

CONCLUSION 

in view of the above, it. is respectfully submitted that m- epptteadon ^ in 
condition ibi t oo uiee \ccordingl> it .is respectfully submitted that this application fx? 
allowed and that a Notice of Allowance be issued. If the Examiner believes that a 
v v P v - «. the Applicants' attorneys would be advantageous to the 

( ise then the 1 xarniner is encouraged to okl a the iu< ^ \ ( 

boo any < J J i al charges with respect t > this ^ i \ \ 
\ si \vt-oi n* No t) < -'-0463. 

Respect tu lly submitted, 
CANTOR CO! .BURN LLP 

By /Jennifer Medlin/ 
Jennifer Medlin 
Registration No. 41.385 

Date: March 30, 2007 
Iclephoue -* - o " 004 
l-aosuni eohU \ ~ ^>8 
Customer No,: 46429 
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